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Abstract 
Every semester, students are required to fill out lecturer evaluation forms, known as Student Feedback Online (SuFO). This 
evaluation is usually done at the end of each semester. It is used as a tool to measure teaching performance and improve the 
quality of teaching and learning. Many studies of students’ evaluation output had been conducted. However, only a few of stud ies 
had investigated students’ and lecturers’ perceptions of student evaluation process. To fill this research gap, this study attempts to 
determine lecturers’ and students’ perceptions in four aspects. Lecturers’ perceptions on students’ evaluation, students’ response 
about their evaluation, significance of SuFO evaluation to lecturers and students, and the differences between lecturers’ and 
students’ perceptions of the SuFO evaluation process are the four aspects to determine lecturers’ and students’ perception. The 
questionnaires were given out to 97 lecturers and 330 second-semester students from various programmes in UiTM Negeri 
Sembilan. Findings showed that there are no significant differences between students’ and lecturers’ perceptions on course 
evaluation process. Lecturers felt that students did evaluate them seriously. Student also agreed that they had evaluated their 
lecturers seriously. Both lecturers and students considered the evaluation process important. Both lecturers and students also 
agreed that student evaluation process is used to improve teaching. 
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1.  Introduction 
 
Universiti Teknologi Mara (UiTM) aims to provide the best education for their students; just like any other 
institution of higher learning in Malaysia that strives to provide the best quality education for their students. Various 
systems have been created to gather evaluation and feedback data to improve both teaching and course quality. For 
example, these data can be obtained from course documentations, Outcome Based Education (OBE) implementation 
(i.e. by conducting entrance and exit survey), teacher committee, curriculum review, etc. Another common type of 
data for teaching evaluation is feedback from students. As Keane (2005) pointed out, the aim of student evaluation 
process is to promote good-quality teaching and support academic staff in assuming the challenging and complex 
role as an educator. 
 
This paper presents a comparative study of students’ and lecturers’ perceptions on student evaluation process. 
There are many studies on student evaluation output, but few have investigated students’ and lecturers’ perceptions 
on student evaluation process. As stated in Machingambi and Wadesango (2011), if students’ evaluations of 
lecturers’ teaching are conducted in the right manner, it can yield potential benefits to many stakeholders in the 
higher education context. Students’ perceptions on the evaluation process are important because students are the 
ones who provide feedback about teaching and learning process. In this research, students were asked to share their 
views about the student evaluation process using a 16-item assessment questionnaire. Lecturers were also required 
to express their views through a 16-item questionnaire since lecturers are also an important component of the 
evaluation process.  By combining views of both lecturers and students, more information are available to improve 
the existing teaching and learning process. 
 
UiTM has implemented the student evaluation process through the i-learn portal. The student evaluation process 
was carried out using an application/programme called the Student Feedback Online (SuFO). SuFO is an online 
system to evaluate the overall teaching and learning components in terms of lecturers’ quality assurance and 
performance, content and infrastructure. This system is dynamic, user-friendly, flexible, near zero cost, accurate and 
fast; it replaces the less efficient manual evaluation process. The objective of SuFO is to set up a standard and 
reliable instrument to evaluate teaching and course quality throughout all UiTM campuses in Malaysia. It has been 
made compulsory for students to do the evaluation at the end of each semester (starting week 10 of a semester). 
 
In this research, students and lecturers were asked to share their perceptions of the overall student evaluation 
process; this exercise was conducted particularly at UiTM Negeri Sembilan for Nov 2011–Apr 2012 semester. An 
analysis was performed on the data collected through surveys distributed to students and lecturers. The goals of this 
analysis are to determine: 
 
x How do students respond to the student evaluation process (SuFO)? 
x How do lecturers respond to the student evaluation process (SuFO)? 
x To identify the significance of SuFO evaluation to the lecturers and students. 
x Are there any significant differences between lecturers’ and students’ perceptions of the SuFO process? 
 
UiTM Negeri Sembilan offers many programmes at different levels, starting from pre-diploma, diploma and 
degree. The Faculty of Applied Science, Business Management as well as Agro-Technology and Plantation were the 
faculties involved in the survey. The total number of enrolment for Nov 2011–Apr 2012 semester was 4195 
students. The respondents for this study consist of 330 students who were all diploma students in their second 
semester at the time of this research. Total population of the lecturers was 130 lecturers, but only 97 lecturers had 
responded to the survey. 
 
2.  Literature review 
 
Many studies have examined the empirical relationship between students’ and lecturers’ perceptions of 
evaluation process and its results.  The evaluation is usually done at the end of a semester; it serves as a tool to 
measure teaching performance as well as improve the quality of teaching and learning. According to Suriyati and 
Wan (2011), almost all institutions of higher learning around the world conduct student evaluations, where students 
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express their opinions and comments on their lecturers. This statement is also supported by Norazuwa (2007) and 
Abdul Raheem Yusuf (2010). They found that students are generally willing to do evaluations and to provide 
feedback with no particular fear of repercussions. In addition, Christopher and Shane (2007) reported that the 
respondents in their research viewed students’ evaluations of teaching as appropriate and necessary; it was also 
noted that lecturers who received the best evaluation were not necessarily the most effective lecturers. 
 
Ede and Sam (2005) recommended that student evaluation should be made mandatory and conducted regularly. 
Almost all universities in Malaysia use students’ evaluations as a measure of lecturers’ performance, but there is no 
clear policy on teaching effectiveness and its importance in quality control. Elaine and Iain (2005) opined that the 
collation of student feedback forms is a routine practice in most institutions and causes little concern or debate in 
most countries. For example, in the Irish context, the 1997 Universities Act provides the legislative framework for 
the use of a system of student feedback in higher education. It is important to note that the primary purpose of such 
feedback is to improve the quality of course delivery and to provide direct feedback to teaching staff. 
 
According to Iyamu and Aduwa (2005), lecturer evaluation refers to a periodic evaluation of lecturers’ 
performance by students. It involves a systematic gathering and analysis of information, the basis of which decisions 
are made regarding the effectiveness, efficiency and/or competence of a lecturer in realising set professional goals as 
well as reflection of the desire of the institution to promote effective learning. Moreover, Cross (2002) stated that 
lecturers’ anxiety about students’ evaluations seems alleviated if lecturers are convinced that evaluation results are 
meant to help them assess their own teaching and identify areas to improve. But in reality, there is no existing 
written policy on how to handle student evaluation as stated by Lindahl (2010). 
 
However, Marsh (1987) in his report observed that several recent reviews of studies in this area are supportive of 
their values. This inconsistency may be due to the fact that teaching effectiveness is multifaceted and that any 
students’ rating that focuses on a single overall score of lecturers may be inadequate. David and Adebowale (1997) 
stated that a lecturer who is well organised may not be the best communicator. To them, failure to separate these 
different components of effective teaching has led to conflicting results of research findings. The study also showed 
that there was a significant difference in the perception of lecturers based on gender.  
 
This finding is consistent with that of Kilpatrick (1997) who stated that gender did influence lecturers’ 
perceptions. This may be because female lecturers tend to be more sensitive to the harm that such practice could 
inflict on their career than their male counterparts do. The intention of this study is to examine students’ perception 
of SuFO processes as well as to look at gender and other differences existing in the perceptual schema that students 




Two different sets of questionnaires were given to 97 lecturers and 330 students of part-two diploma. The 
questionnaires consisted of four parts, including respondents’ background. Three parts of the questionnaire were to 
obtain ordinal data measured using five-point Likert scales. The summary of the structure of both sets of 
questionnaires is presented in Table 1. 
 
The analyses were done using SPSS. The comparison between students’ and lecturers’ perceptions on course 
evaluation process was made based on the percentage value. Part two comprised a set of questions that asked 
lecturers’ and students’ perceptions of student evaluation process. Meanwhile, part three was about the significance 
of SuFO evaluation to lecturers and students. The items of part four in both lecturers’ and students’ questionnaires 
were similar, which cover lecturers’ or students’ perceptions on the SuFO evaluation process Thus, it is displayed 
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Table 1. The structure of questionnaires 
QNAIRE FOR LECTURES QNAIRE FOR STUDENTS 
Lecturer responses about students Student responses about themselves 
PART 2: 
Students take evaluating the 
lecturers in their courses seriously 
I take evaluating the lecturers in my 
courses seriously 
Students tend to evaluate female 
lecturer higher than male lecturer 
I tend to evaluate female lecturer 
higher than male lecturer 
Students feel comfortable giving a 
negative evaluation for a bad 
lecturer 
I feel comfortable giving a negative 
evaluation for a bad lecturer 
Students rate lecturer based on their 
personality and enthusiasm and not 
on what they have learned 
I rate lecturer based on their 
personality and enthusiasm and not 
on what I have learned 
The higher the grade students 
expect to receive in a class, the 
more positive their evaluation 
The higher the grade I expect to 
receive in a class, the more positive 
my evaluation 
Students don’t write many 
comments on the evaluation form 
for fear of being identified 
I don’t write many comments on the 
evaluation form for fear of being 
identified 
Overall, students think the lecturer 
and course evaluation process is 
important 
Overall, I think the lecturer and 
course evaluation process is 
important 
PART 3: 
I take students evaluation comments 
seriously 
Lecturers take my evaluation 
comments seriously 
Student evaluations are used in my 
tenure and salary raise decisions 
My evaluations are used in lecturer 
tenure and salary raise decisions 
I use my evaluations to improve my 
courses 
Lecturers use their evaluations to 
improve their courses 
When students give low 
evaluations, I adjust to improve 
their teaching 
When students give low evaluations, 
lecturers adjust to improve their 
teaching 
I adjust my behavior at the end of 
the semester to get better evaluation 
Lecturers adjust their behavior at the 
end of the semester to get better 
evaluation 
PART 4: 
Completing the evaluation form in 
the beginning of a class is better 
than later in the class 
Completing the evaluation form in 
the beginning of a class is better than 
later in the class 
The questions asked on the form are 
clear to the students 
The questions asked on the form are 
clear to me 
The questions asked on the form are 
relevant to evaluating a course 
/lecturer 
The questions asked on the form are 
relevant to evaluating a course 
/lecturer 
Overall, I think the course 
evaluation process is effective 
Overall, I think the lecturer and 
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4. Results 
The statistical skewness for all variables falls between 0.769 and -0.136. Meanwhile, Kurtosis statistics are 
between 0.382 and -0.823. The value of measure between -1 and 1 indicates normal distribution. Hence, the data in 
this study meet the required assumption for statistical analysis. In terms of reliability, we found that the Cronbach’s 
alpha is 0.885. The value of 0.6 or higher provides a reliable measure of internal consistency.  
 
4.1. Lecturers’ and students’ perceptions on students’ evaluation 
 
The results shown in Table 2 indicate that most lecturers agreed that students would evaluate them seriously; 
69.8 percent of lecturers agreed and strongly agreed with this statement. Lecturers also agreed that students felt 
comfortable giving negative evaluations for bad lecturers and students did not write many comments for fear of 
being identified. For both of the statements, 76 percent of lecturers agreed and strongly agreed. Most of the lecturers 
also agreed that students would rate lecturers based on their personality and enthusiasm and believed that lecturer 
and course evaluation process is important. For the respective questions, 72.9 percent of lecturers agreed and 
strongly agreed. Meanwhile, 51 percent of lecturers felt unsure whether students would evaluate them based on 
gender. 
 
Table 2. Lecturers’ perceptions on students’ evaluation 
Item Strongly agree and 
agree (%) 
Unsure (%) Strongly disagree and 
disagree (%) 
Students take evaluating the lecturers in their 
courses seriously 
69.8 14.6 15.6 
Students tend to evaluate female lecturer 
higher than male lecturer 
27.1 51 21.9 
Students feel comfortable giving a negative 
evaluation for a bad lecturer 
76 11.4 12.6 
Students rate lecturer based on their 
personality and enthusiasm and not on what 
they have learned 
72.9 13.5 13.6 
The higher the grade students expect to receive 
in a class, the more positive their evaluation 
42.8 15.6 41.6 
Students don’t write many comments on the 
evaluation form for fear of being identified 
76 11.5 12.5 
Overall, students think the lecturer and course 
evaluation process is important 
72.9 13.5 13.6 
 
Most students agreed that they would evaluate their lecturers seriously and gave evaluation that was more 
positive if they had expected to receive a higher grade. They also agreed the lecturer and course evaluation process 
is important. Based on Table 2, the percentages of students who strongly agreed and agreed with the above 
statements are 67.6 percent (evaluate seriously), 52 percent (more positive for higher grade) and 61.2 percent 
(evaluation process is important). However, for the rest of the questions, there are no significant values to indicate 
whether students agreed, disagreed or unsure. This is because the value for each segment of agree (strongly agree 
and agree), disagree (strongly disagree and disagree) and unsure is less than 50 percent. For comparison purpose, 
both lecturers and students agreed that students took the evaluation process seriously, and students thought the 
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Table 3. Students’ perceptions on lecturers’ evaluation 
Item Strongly agree and agree (%) Unsure (%) 
Strongly disagree and 
disagree (%) 
I take evaluating the lecturers in my courses 
seriously 
67.6 14.8 17.6 
I tend to evaluate female lecturer higher than 
male lecturer 
39.1 32.1 28.8 
I feel comfortable giving a negative 
evaluation for a bad lecturer 
29.1 32.4 38.5 
I rate lecturer based on their personality and 
enthusiasm and not on what I have learned 
30.3 28.2 41.5 
The higher the grade I expect to receive in a 
class, the more positive my evaluation 
52 23.6 24.4 
I don’t write many comments on the 
evaluation form for fear of being identified 
30.1 30.9 39 
Overall, I think the lecturer and course 
evaluation process is important 
61.2 23.9 14.9 
 
4.2. The significance of SuFO evaluation to lecturers and students 
 
Most lecturers agreed that they did take students’ evaluation comments seriously with 69.8 percent selected 
strongly agree and agree as shown from table 4. They also agreed that they would use the evaluation results to 
improve their teaching with or without low evaluations from their students. 76 percent of lecturers strongly agreed 
and agreed concerning the item of using their evaluation results to improve the courses. 72.9 percent strongly agreed 
and agreed that they would improve their teaching when students gave low evaluation scores.  
 
Table 4. The significance of SuFO evaluation to lecturers 
Item Strongly agree and agree (%) Unsure (%) 
Strongly disagree 
and disagree (%) 
I take students evaluation comments 
seriously  
69.8 14.5 15.7 
Student evaluations are used in my tenure 
and salary raise decisions 
27.1 51 21.9 
I use my evaluations to improve my courses 76 11.4 12.6 
When students give low evaluations, I 
adjust to improve their teaching 
72.9 13.5 13.6 
I adjust my behaviour at the end of the 
semester to get better evaluation 
42.7 15.6 41.7 
 
Based on table 5, similar result was obtained from students where most students agreed that lecturers would use 
the evaluation results to improve their teaching with or without low evaluation from students. 63.9 percent of 
students strongly agreed and agreed that lecturers would use students’ evaluation to improve the courses. 60.6 
percent of students strongly agreed and agreed that lecturers would improve their teaching when given low 













386   Nur Fadhlina Zainal Abedin et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  123 ( 2014 )  380 – 388 
 
Table 5. The significance of SuFO evaluation to students 
Item Strongly agree and 
agree (%) 
Unsure (%) Strongly disagree 
and disagree (%) 
Lecturers take my evaluation comments 
seriously  
42.4 44.2 13.4 
My evaluations are used in lecturer tenure 
and salary raise decisions 
32.7 51.8 15.5 
Lecturers use their evaluations to improve 
their courses 
63.9 22.2 13.9 
When students give low evaluations, 
lecturers adjust to improve their teaching 
60.6 23.9 15.5 
Lecturers adjust their behaviour at the end of 
the semester to get better evaluation 
41.5 35.2 23.3 
 
4.3. The differences between lecturers’ and students’ perceptions on the SuFO evaluation process 
 
The perception of SuFO evaluation process is illustrated in the clustered bar chart in Figure 1 below to show 
comparison between lecturers and students. There are four components in this figure. The diagram and explanation 
are presented separately according to the components. The results obtained from lecturers and students are quite 
similar for the first question ‘completing the SuFO evaluation form in the beginning of the class is better than later 
in the class’. 33.3 percent of lecturers and 32.7 percent of students were unsure whether the evaluation form should 
be completed at the beginning of the class or at the end. Meanwhile, 13.5 percent of lecturers and 30.6 percent of 
students agreed that it should be done at the beginning of a semester. However, from our perspective, if the SuFO 
was to be done at the beginning of class, the evaluation results might be unreliable and it was unfair to lecturers 
since the evaluation should be made based on the entire teaching process in a semester. However, there were only 
166 (total respondents of 427) lecturers and students who disagreed of conducting SuFO at the beginning of a 
semester. This is according to the frequency of disagree and strongly disagree for all respondents. The means for this 

























Fig. 1. The Differences between Lecturers’ and Students’ Perceptions 
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The second question is ‘whether the questions asked in the SUFO form are clear to the students’. 42.4 percent 
students agreed that the questions asked in the evaluation form were clear, with mean of 2.46. However, the highest 
percentage for lecturers was unsure with 34.5 percent. The mean for lecturers is 2.66. For the third question, most 
lecturers also were unsure of the relevancy of the questions asked in SuFO with the percentage of 45.8. Otherwise, 
46.7 percent of students agreed that the questions were relevant in evaluating a course or lecturer. The means for 
lecturers and students are 2.74 and 2.41 respectively. The discrepancy of results obtained from questions number 
two and three might be because lecturers did not know the actual questions being asked in the SuFO evaluation 
form. 
 
In the last question, the respondents were asked on the effectiveness of SuFO evaluation process. Overall, the 
lecturers were unsure of the process’ effectiveness. Yet, many students agreed that SuFO process was effective. 
There were 13.3 percent of students and 27.1 percent of lecturers who thought it was inefficient (based on disagree 
and strongly disagree scale). The mean for lecturer is 2.84 and the mean for students is 2.38. 
 
5.  Recommendations 
With most research findings about student evaluation indicated that most academicians are generally accepting 
the student evaluation and hence used it to improve teaching, it was found from Spiller (2013), there is a gap 
between lecturers’ relatively positive view of evaluation and their actual engagement with the process. It is 
supported by the finding from this study that showed only 38.5 percent of lecturers agreed that SuFO evaluation 
process was effective. It is suggested that lecturers should be provided with more guidance on how to respond the 
evaluation given by their students as they do not know on how to act on the feedback (Spiller, 2013). On the 
contrary, 60.3 percent of student had agreed that that SuFO evaluation process was effective. 
 
This study only focuses on lecturers making changes to teaching process based on the student evaluation. Both 
lecturers and students had agreed that SuFO can be used as a mechanism to improve teaching regardless whether 
students had given bad comments or not.  It is also important if the student evaluation can be used as a mechanism 
to incorporated learning for the students themselves. It suggested from Bovill (2011) that student evaluation process 
would also incorporates student self reflection on learning. As a result, the student evaluation process can be used to 
improve teaching and learning. 
 
6.  Conclusion 
This study determines lecturers’ and students’ perceptions in four aspects. The aspects are lecturers’ perceptions on 
students’ evaluation, students’ response to their evaluation, the significance of SuFO evaluation to lecturers and 
students, and the differences between lecturers’ and students’ perceptions on the SuFO evaluation process.  
 
Most lecturers had agreed that students evaluate the course and lecturers seriously. The same result was also 
obtained where students did also evaluate the course and lecturers seriously. The result also indicated that both 
lecturers and students agreed that SuFO is important. Both lecturers and students had agreed that SuFO can be used 
a mechanism to improve teaching regardless whether students had given bad comments or not.  
 
For the evaluation process aspect, 33.3 percent of lecturers and 32.7 percent of students agreed that evaluation 
should be conducted at the beginning of class. These results were parallel with the finding from the statement 
‘Lecturers adjust their behavior at the end of the semester to get better evaluation’.  Finally, only 38.5 percent of 
lecturers and 60.3 percent of students agreed that SuFO evaluation process was effective. The discrepancy of the 
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